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Introduction

The Mechanics Institute of Rochester, NY, currently the Rochester Institute of Technology, opened on November 23, 1885,
 with the interest of providing “Free Evening Schools in (the) city for instructions in Drawing and such other branches of studies as are most important for industrial pursuits, of great advantage to our people” (Archives).
  Following on the tail of the “first statewide program for industrial drawing—not only in public school but also…for adults,” which had been passed in Massachusetts in 1870, the Institute no doubt shared that program’s “demand for practical industrial education” (Wygant, p. 6).  Under the supervision of Walter Smith, a teacher from England, the Massachusetts state-funded drawing program had become “the model for enthusiastic emulation throughout the industrial sectors of the country” (p. 6).


The Mechanics Institute had been created as the result of the interest and support of “Manufacturers and Employers” who seemed particularly conscious of the lag in bringing Walter Smith’s brand of art education to Rochester where it could benefit the industries (Archives).
  This type of art education, which ridiculed “picture-making” and “sharply distinguished (industrial drawing) from the fine arts,” was credited with allowing “American manufacturers…to…compete with the superior design of European products” during the latter part of the Industrial Revolution (Wygant, p. 6-7).


Eugene C. Colby, who had been “superintendent of drawing in the schools of Lawrence, Massachusetts,” was brought in as head teacher of the Mechanics Institute (Archives).
  No doubt, this was in large part due to his direct experience with the mandates of the Massachusetts 1870 Drawing Act.
  The co-ed Mechanics Institute began it instruction with free classes in industrial drawing, mechanical drawing, and architectural drawing, as well as design and free-hand drawing.
  The free-hand classes were popular from the start, lauded equally by employers and unions for the opportunities it opened up to the city of Rochester.
  According to the “First Annual Report of the Board of Trustees” for the Institute (1885-86 school year), the volume of students that year had made “more individual instruction necessary” and “additional assistants” were employed to meet that need. 
  Among the five assistants hired, two were women; one was “Miss Rosa Fechenbach” who worked “in the Free-Hand (Drawing) day class,” and the other was “Miss Alice C. Morrison in the Design class.”  The employment of these two women marked the beginning of the trend at the Mechanics Institute to hire female artist-teachers; this trend lasted beyond the period this study addresses.  
It is specifically this phenomenon of the woman artist-teacher working at the Mechanics Institute, and the role of the Institute in the transformation of art education between 1885 and 1902 (when a separate Department of Arts and Crafts was created), that is the focus of this paper (B. Austin, p. 4).  Exploring the role of women at the Institute not only sheds light on some forgotten figures, but it also highlights the lasting influence these women had in the transition of the Institute from its industrial roots to its “vital role” in the Arts and Crafts movement in the twentieth century (p. 4).

Women Artist-Teachers at the Mechanics Institute

By the 1886-87 school year, Alice Morrison had advanced in rank from an assistant to become part of the “corps of instructors of the Institute” (Archives). 
  Rosa Fechenbach, on the other hand, seems to have continued as a student at the Institute rather than as an assistant, after her first year.
  However, in October of that year, “the trustees had secured the services” of another woman instructor alongside Morrison, “Miss Laura E. Palmer of Lawrence, Massachusetts,” who served as instructor of painting and drawing that year.
  Like Morrison, her education had been lauded in the Institute’s publicity.  Palmer “had pursued art studies for several years in Europe, including some time in the studio of Hiram Powers at Florence.”  Unlike Morrison, who left the Institute shortly after her promotion to instructional faculty, Palmer became a longer-term employee of the Institute, teaching through the 1891-92 school year.


It seems likely that Eugene Colby was familiar with Palmer and her work since both came from Lawrence, Massachusetts; it is possible that she may have been a former student of his.  Her employment at the Mechanics Institute is not evidence of favoritism over competence in the selection of instructors; rather, it is an acknowledgement of the confidence in and willingness to nurture the success of women artist-teachers.  This can be seen even more clearly in the careers of three other women at the Mechanics Institute, Lillian E. Luitweiler, Ella E. See, and M. Louise Stowell.  These three women began their relationship with the Institute as students in the early years of its history and advanced to become assistant instructors (and, in some cases full instructors), within the growing art curriculum at the Institute.


Lillian Luitweiler and Ella See’s names appear under certificates granted in the 2nd Year free-hand class of the 1886-87, so it is safe to assume that they began their first year of study at the Institute during its first year of operation.
  By the 1889-90 school year, “Miss Ella E. See” was listed as one of six assistants for the Institute that year.
  She was promoted to full instructor of free-hand drawing the following year (1890-91), when Lillian Luitweiler was first hired as an assistant instructor.
  Although Luitweiler does not seem to have advanced beyond her assistant position at the Institute, she was by no means inactive.
  Records show that she continued course work and exhibitions with the Institute.
  Luitweiler received a diploma in the “Advanced Normal Course” in 1891, and may have been preparing to become a public school art teacher or supervisor.
  By the 1890-91 school year, M. Louise Stowell (whose reputation continues to be acknowledged), had become a full instructor of form study and drawing alongside her female colleagues Laura Palmer and Clarice G. Jeffery, who taught china painting.
  It is clear that Stowell had studied at the Institute prior to her appointment as instructor as records for the 1888-89 Annual Exhibition note her work under the Third Year free-hand class.
  

Reports in the media about the annual art exhibitions at the Mechanics Institute extolled the work of Luitweiler, See, and Stowell.  Again and again, reporters say they “steal the show,” and their names often appear together in rave reviews of particular classes and annual exhibitions.  For example, a June 1, 1889, report on the annual exhibition notes all three women “among those who have fine work” in “the painting department” (Archives).
  Another report on the Institute’s annual exhibition of 1890 notes all three women as having “the best work in the life class.”
  The work of Luitweiler, See, and Stowell were mentioned again in the annual exhibition at the conclusion of the 1890-91 school year.


Luitweiler and See continued coursework following their employment as instructors.  While See worked as instructor of free-hand drawing at the Institute during the 1890-91 school year, she began coursework in the first division mechanical, along with Luitweiler.
  Their studies in the Mechanical department that year appear to be the first recorded instances of women studying mechanical drawing at the Institute.
  See and Luitweiler apparently also attended the “Elementary Normal Course” in 1891.
   

While Luitweiler’s career activity later in the 1890s is hard to trace, she remained active in the Rochester community, serving as an officer of the Rochester Art Club for many years into the twentieth century (Rochester Art Club, History of the Club).  See and Stowell’s subsequent careers are more easily followed.  In the course of my research, I discovered a collection of five paintings attributed to Ella E See at the Memorial Art Gallery, in Rochester, NY, which attest to her artistic activity into the 1920s.
  The continued activity of Stowell is even more easily traced. An article on her “legendary work” in watercolor and “Japanese-inspired prints” affirms her importance in the Arts and Crafts movement as “a pioneer in her times, and…better known outside of Rochester” (Morphy).  However, she was also known in Rochester by “local reporters,” for “her philosophy of the arts,” and for co-authoring a book on Japanese and modern French artwork with Harvey Ellis and Claude Fayette Bragdon (Morphy).  Stowell also exhibited her work with the Rochester Arts Club.
  Her renown as an artist extended from the local to international level; according to the library collection at the Rochester Institute of Technology, her 1896 poster for George Humphrey’s Bookstore, done in classic Arts and Crafts style, made it to a publisher in Paris in 1897.


Having established the Mechanics Institute’s policy of employing women artist-teachers on merit as art instructors, we may now briefly examine it in the larger context of American women teachers during the nineteenth century.  Was it unusual for an institution to hire women in this capacity, or was the success and recognition of women at the higher levels of art education more commonplace?

Beyond the Glass Ceiling

In their article on socioeconomic incentives for female teachers, Kim Tolley and Nancy Beadie address “the ‘feminization’ of the profession that occurred over the course of the nineteenth century” (p. 37).  For reasons attributed at first to the market, and later to the incentives for teaching beyond other wage-based professions available for women at that time, Tolley and Beadie’s research reveals that “in New York (State), women represented 62 percent of teachers in such schools (as common schools) by 1842, and 69 percent by mid-century” (p. 37).  Beyond that, “by 1857, women represented 50 percent of all teachers in New York academies” (p. 40). 


The academy, defined as “a legally incorporated institution governed by a board of trustees,” seems to have been the ultimate goal of a teacher in status and pay at this time (p. 41).  In Lima, New York, even female assistant instructors at the Genessee Wesleyan Seminary “earned more than the local common school teacher” (p. 54).  However, for women teachers the goal of the academy came with a glass ceiling; Tolley and Beadie write:

The first thing to understand about the position of female teachers in academies is that they were regarded as necessary for most co-educational [institutions, the] respectable and effective female teacher was essential to the financial health and viability of an institution.  Without such a person, an academy could not effectively attract female students, especially older female students, and without such students academies lost an important source of income. (p. 60)

If we are to understand that the demand for female teachers in the academies was due to sex-segregated departments, how are we to understand the rationale for employing women instructors at the Mechanics Institute?  Several subjects such as industrial drawing, architectural drawing, mechanical drawing, and the later machine class, at the Institute appear to have served only male students within the first few years of the its founding, with the exception of See and Luitweiler, as already mentioned (Archives).
  Other classes were decidedly co-ed in nature.  Annual information per class on certificate completion consistently lists both male and female students in classes such as free-hand drawing and design.
  Although women tended to outnumber men, the classes appear consistently mixed.  In addition, a newspaper article from May 13, 1889, noted, “The freehand class is apparently formed on the co-education plan, for the reporter noted both men and women bending over the desks.”
  If classrooms at the Institute were mixed rather than segregated, and women instructed both women and men in these co-ed classes, what can be the reason for their employment?  I propose that the climate that led to the incorporation of women instructors in co-ed classrooms at the Mechanics Institute can best be attributed to two factors: 1) the presence of respected female leaders in American education at the time, and 2) the nature of industry in western New York at this point in the nineteenth century.

Women Leaders in Education

Tolley and Beadie have established the normalcy of female teachers by the mid-nineteenth century moving through the antebellum period, adding “that in the South, as well as the North, women violated no social norms when they established venture schools or began to teach in chartered academies” (p. 48).  Yet beyond the social fluidity for women from venture, common, and public schools to female academies, it seems some women were able to run with the “big boys” of art education prior to the founding of the Mechanics Institute. 


One such woman was Josephine Carson Locke who became “the supervisor of drawing in the Chicago public schools… in the spring of 1891” (Amburgy, p. 33).  Locke had attained national recognition in art education circles even before the founding of the Mechanics Institute in 1885; according to Amburgy, “in 1883 she was one of the founding members of the department of Art Education in the National Education Association” (p. 34).  By 1898, “she was appointed to the prestigious Committee of Ten on Elementary Art Education” (p. 34).  Through such positions, Locke became a reform advocate for city and national art education policy.  According to Amburgy, 


…when drawing instruction had first been introduced into the public schools in  the 
1870s, it had typically consisted of lessons that began with lines and simple geometric forms, and progressed to more complex shapes and models. In the 1880s and 1890s, however, a new generation of art educators began to see this as a rigid, old-fashioned way to teach art (p. 33).
Locke was among the proponents of progressive art education reforms based on the child-study movement, criticizing “old systems of industrial drawing on the grounds that they were technical in nature and intended to prepare students for work” rather than to promote “children’s development and free expression” (p. 34).  Through her position as supervisor of drawing for Chicago’s public schools, “she had reduced line drawing and technical language in the lower grades, extended the study of colors to all grades, and focused on ‘sight drawing,’ or drawing from observation, to promote free expression in connection with other studies in school” (quoting Locke, p. 34).  As part of the NEA Committee of Ten, she helped to recommend a “graded curriculum” for national art education which replaced “industrial drawing” with “school art, in the new education” (Wygant, p. 18).


Indeed, we can see aspects of progressive art education reforms, like pictorial drawing, aesthetic study, modeling, and form study (Wygant, p. 18) gradually influencing the curriculum and practices of the Mechanics Institute.  Whereas annual exhibitions at the Institute in the mid-1880s had praised drawings that went “beyond” being “simply pictures,”
 by the late 1880s newspaper reporters praised work that was “very artistic” or had “good judgment in (the) use of colors” (Archives).
  Amburgy notes, “in schools at this time, the “scope of art instruction” expanded “to include clay modeling, cutting and pasting colored papers, and the study of pictures” (p. 33).  The addition of classes at the Institute, such as modeling, painting and form study that went beyond the original program of drawing for industry, illustrates the awareness of the current debates going on in art education (Archives).
  It is interesting to note that these classes were taught by the women artist-teachers already discussed; the modeling and painting classes introduced at the Institute were taught by Laura Palmer, while M. Louise Stowell is noted as being the instructor of form study. 


Josephine Locke’s national renown not only served to validate her abilities and aid her advocacy of art education reform, it even came to authorize the work of others in her field.  As Amburgy writes, “an indication of the extent to which Locke was widely recognized in art education at the end of the nineteenth century, is the fact that her name was sometimes used to endorse others’ work” (p. 36).  In fact, Amburgy notes “an incident where her name endorses a publication by the Chicago Public School Art Society alongside John Dewey, Francis Parker, W.M.R. French and Lorado Taft” (p. 36).  


Eugene Colby is noted in the RIT Archives as having taught the “French” method in his special art class reserved for public school teachers.
  As a professional art educator, his familiarity with Josephine Locke’s philosophies of art education reform can be hypothesized.  It can also be theorized that he was familiar with the precedents set by Mrs. Jesse Metcalf, manager of Rhode Island School of Design’s daily operations beginning in the 1870s (N. Austin, p. 201).  These successful women art administrators and teachers may have influenced Colby’s decisions to hire women artist-teachers at the Mechanics Institute.  Women instructors may also have enjoyed a more equal footing with their male colleagues due to the regional influences exerted on the Mechanics Institute.  As Tolley and Beadie have written, “one of the most interesting aspects of the gender transition in teaching is its distinctly regional character” (p. 37).

A Basis in Industry

The presence of women instructors at the Mechanics Institute may also have been influenced by the demands of industry in western New York at the end of the nineteenth century.  According to Bruce Austin, “this region was…home to such recognizable Arts and Crafts names as Gustav Stickley and Elbert Hubbard” (p. 4).  While the historical consensus is that the Arts and Crafts movement reached its peak in the first decade of the twentieth century, Austin notes that “the strong crafts tradition” in western New York “was academically supported at the Mechanics Institute” (p. 3).  This “strong crafts tradition” is evident in the earlier regional activities of Arts and Crafts notables like Hubbard, who founded his Copper Shop in East Aurora, NY, in 1895, and Gustav Stickley, who “initiated his United Crafts in 1898” (p. 17-20).


The “strong crafts tradition” can be seen at the Mechanics Institute prior to the formal creation of the Department of Arts and Crafts in 1902.  China painting classes at the Institute can be dated back to their apparent origins in the 1890-91 school year (Archives).
  The photographs of annual exhibitions show examples of many mediums, such as pottery, furniture, and textiles that would become standards of the Arts and Crafts movement; the style of these items appear transitional as they do not quite manifest all of the characteristics typical of the full-blown movement.


According to Nancy Austin, “throughout the nineteenth century many mechanized consumer-product factories continued to include hand-based, artisanal labor”; literature from the time elaborates “a belief in the uniquely modern possibilities of artistic design for industry, and the necessity of educating (equally) men and women for his new practice” (p. 190).  A design class had been a standard part of the Mechanics Institute curriculum.  Taught by Alice Morrison, these courses were commonly attended by women students (Archives).
  Nancy Austin notes that for particular niches of industry, such as decorative silver etching, “women with drawing and painting skills were considered most likely to succeed at (the)… task” (p. 191).  In this vein, we can see why women art instructors might be hired at a co-ed Institute that had as one of its goals the preparation of students to step into industrial employment.  
Legacies of Women Artist-Teachers



As artist-teachers, women such as Lillian Luitweiler, Ella See and M. Louise Stowell remained active as artists as well as in their profession as instructors.  They took classes and continued learning as they taught.  They were recognized for their artwork on local, regional, national and even international levels.  They wrote books that were published and they were active art advocates in their community.  These women are role models for all artist-teachers.  Beyond that, they can also change our notion of how women instructors influenced and furthered the transition in art education at the Mechanics Institute.


The transition from the industrial arts movement of the 1870s to the “manual arts” approach that characterized the Arts and Crafts movement occurred as the Institute embraced specific new classes (Wygant, p. 16).  Life study, clay modeling, china painting, decorative design, and painting were among the classes taught by women at the Mechanics Institute between 1885-1901 that helped promote those artistic values associated with the nascent Arts and Crafts movement; those classes also helped establish the Institute as a major institutional force in that movement in the early twentieth century.  Foster Wygant notes, “The Arts and Crafts Movement (was) one of the strongest influences on school art at the turn of the century” (p. 9).  The fame of M. Louise Stowell as an Arts and Crafts artist, and her promotion of related artwork and educational philosophy, helped to validate the movement for the Institute and beyond (Morphy).  Even something as seemingly inconsequential as china painting played a role in the establishment of the values of the Arts and Crafts movement: 
…among women it has become a serious enterprise. As women studied the designs and patterns for painting, they also acquired the aesthetic principles of the arts-and-crafts movement; and since many of these women were also art teachers, these principles found their way into classrooms. (Efland, p. 154).

According to Mary Ann Stankiewicz, “the roles of women in art education history have been downplayed since Henry Turner Bailey wrote his first accounts” (p. 222).  In this paper I have attempted to trace the legacy of women artist-teachers at the Mechanics Institute as important players in the transition of art education from industrial drawing programs of the 1870s and 80s to the Arts and Crafts movement, and in the process to illustrate their influence in the reform of the “school art curriculum (that) emerged” in American schools in the twentieth century (Wygant, p. 7).  To this day, the influence of these women remains unacknowledged in many mainstream histories, including Dane Gordon’s authoritative text on the history of the Mechanics Institute.  Despite the local renown of M. Louise Stowell in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, her name cannot be found in the index of his book. 


Stankiewicz continues,
The patriarchy that Bailey traced to Walter Smith and the horror of pretty pictures expressed by supporters of the Massachusetts’ 1870 Drawing Act, along with the 
male-dominated world of modern art, have helped obscure women art educators, hide schoolgirl arts, and blind us to the significance of the visual arts in female education and life (p. 222).
When we become aware of those blinders, we realize that there is always a need to revisit history, to dig through the records, to find the lost names and legacies that can inform us, current and future artist-teachers.  In doing so, we honor their work and philosophies, unearth their lessons and life experiences from obscurity, and explore the possibility of bringing lessons of forgotten history back to our lives, careers, classrooms and students.


I see the roles of these women in their own time as a source of inspiration and motivation for my own time.  I see their life journeys from nineteenth-century women, to students, to respected artist-teachers and leaders as a model for life-long learning.  I see their obscurity as a reason to keep digging, to bring stories to light, and to always push my questions further.
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� A handwritten note features the school opening date, “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


� From the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991,” a news clipping dated Sept. 30, 1885.


� From the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991,” a news clipping dated Sept. 30, 1885.


� From an undated news clipping, in the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991,” on selection of leadership for the new school.


� A clipping dated January 23, (1887?) in the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991” speaks of the 1870 drawing act and programs in other cities under the influence of this Massachusetts initiative.


� According to Annual Trustees Reports and Circulars in the archives, as well as the General Information and Plan of Instruction pamphlet for 1885-1886.


� Accounts of the annual exhibitions in the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991” highlight accolades and appreciation from both groups.


� We know that the first school year of the Institute ran from Fall 1885- Spring 1886, however there is a possibility that the “first” annual trustees report was delayed in its publication.


� From an article dated May 13, 1887, the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


� Fechenbach does not appear in an assistant or instructor role in circulars after that year, however a June 1, 1889, article lists her work in the annual exhibition for the second-year freehand class.  From the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� From an article titled “A Successful Year Closed,” marked 1887, in the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


� The Annual Report from 1891-92 notes “Miss Eda Briggs has taken the place formerly so well filled by Miss Laura E Palmer as an instructor in Free-Hand drawing, painting and Modeling.” In the Fifth Year Circular (1889-90) Morrison is no longer noted as an instructor; however, the Fourth Year Circular was not found to indicate what year her departure exactly occurred.


�  From an undated news clipping in the 1887 section of the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


�  According to the Circular for the Fifth Year.


� According to the Circular for the Sixth Year, 1890-91.


� According to a typed preparatory letter for the Eighth Annual Report for the Institute, scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� According to annual exhibition and diploma grantee reports in both the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991” and the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� According to listing of diploma grantees in 1891, “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


� Stowell is listed as such in the same Sixth Year Circular where Luitweiler appears as an assistant.


� A June 1, 1889, article from the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


�  From the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� A May 31, 1890 article from the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� An article dated June 7, 1891, “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


� According to an 1890 article of certificate grantees from the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� According to lists of certificate grantees available prior to that year in both the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991” and the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� According to listing of diploma grantees in 1891, “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


� Confirmation was made with the MAG library via email according to a June 14, 1924, article from the Democrat and Chronicle in the library’s collection. 


� As noted in an October 20, 1892, Herald article in the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� Found records of annual certificate grantees do not list evident female names under these courses until 1890, when Luitweiler (a current assistant instructor) and See (a current instructor of Free-Hand Drawing) are listed under the “Mechanical 1st Division” class. This may be because some classes were sex-segregated, or industry demand for those classes did not apply to women. From the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� From both the scrapbook of E. C. Colby and the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


� From the scrapbook of E. C. Colby.


� According to a Mr. J. S. Clark of Boston, who attended an 1886 exhibition. From an undated news clipping in the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”


� Former comment from an article on the annual exhibition dated May 26, 1887, the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.” The latter comment is from a June 4, 1889, article on the annual exhibition from the same book.


� According to a “New Class Registration” announcement dated September 28, 1886, in the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991,” modeling was available for study.  Painting appears as a subject taught by Palmer in the 1886-87 year, and the 1890-91 Circular lists distinct oil and watercolor classes.  The Life class appears in an article of the annual exhibition, June 1, 1889, in E. C. Colby’s scrapbook.


� An article in the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991” dated November 25, 1886, notes, “The latest class to be formed is for modeling, in which free instruction is to be given by Miss Palmer, the accomplished teacher.” In the Circular or the Sixth year (1890-91), Stowell is listed as instructor of Form Study and Drawing.


� A March 10, 1889, article from E. C. Colby’s scrapbook notes that his instruction of the “Class of Public School Teachers” is “based on the syllabus on drawing prepared by the late Dr. French.”


� “Circular for the 6th year, 1890-1891.”  Clarice G. Jeffery is listed as an instructor of China Painting. 


� Photos in the archives dated 1900-1920.


� From undated article “Names of Those Who Received Certificates for Good Work” in 1887 section of the “Mechanics Institute Scrapbook, 1885-1991.”
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